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Remarks/Arguments 

Claims 1-15 have been examined in the Office Action mailed August 18, 2006. 
Applicant has amended claims 1, 2, and 12. Applicant has added claims 16-19, and has 
not cancelled any claims. Accordingly, claims 1-19 are presented for consideration in light 
of the remarks below, with claims 1 and 16 being independent. 

Support for the amendments to claim 1 can be found in Applicant's specification 
throughout the specification, including, for example, at page 10, line 13 - page 12, line 32: 
at page 7. line 41 - page 8, line 7; and at page 6, lines i2-l6. These amendments are made 
for the purposes of providing additional clarity and thereby expediting prosecution. 

Claim ] stands objected to for informalities. Applicant submits that the present 
amendments overcome the objection. 

Claims 1-2, 4-6, 1 0-1 1, and 13-15 stand rcjccicd under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Young (5,479,268). Each of the rejected claims depends from claim 1 and, 
accordingly, Applicant's response to this rejection focuses on claim I. Applicant traveKses 
the rejection for at least the following four reasons. 

Fir^t, the applied portions of Young do not disclose or suggest, at least the 
following recitation from claim 1 (empha^s is added): 

a tuner operable by the processor to receive (1) for the first program, first 
current time reference information from a first corresponding program source, 
wherein the first current time reference information provides information for 
synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the first corresponding program 
source 

Rather, the applied portions of Young describe receiving scheduled broadcast times and 
comparing the scheduled broadcast times to a sy.<;iem clock to determine when to record a 
program (see, for example. Young at col. 13, lines 17-21, to which the Office Action 
directs Applicant). The system clock of Young is not de.scribed as being synchronized 
with another clock, much less vvith a clock of a program source. Thus, the applied 
portions of Young do not describe receiving any reference information, from a program 
source or otherwise, "for synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the first 
corresponding program source" (oluim ) ). 

Second, the applied portions of Young do noi disclose or suggest, at least (claim U 
emphasis added): 
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a tuner operable by the processor to receive ... (2) for the second program, 
second current time reference information from a second corresponding program 
source, wherein the second current time reference information provides 
information for synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the second 
corresponding program source : 

A.<? explained above, the applied portions of Young do not describe receiving any reference 
information, from a program source or otherwise, "for synchronizing a scheduling clock 
with a clock of [a] corresponding program source" (claim 1), Because such 
synchronization with a first program source is not described, it follows that such 
synchronization with "a clock of the second corresponding program source" (claim I , 
emphasis added) is not described. 

Third, the applied portions of Young do not disclose or suggest, at least (claim 1 , 
emphasis added): 

the processor programmed to derive a first scheduling clock based on. the 
first current time reference information, the first scheduling clock synchronized 
with the clock of the first corre^iponding program source 

Rather, as explained above, the applied portions of Young describe receiving scheduled 
broadcast times and comparing the scheduled broadcast limes to a system clock to 
determine when to record a program. The broadcast time^ are not a clock, much less a 
scheduling clock. Even if the system clock is considered to be a scheduling clock (which 
we do not concede), the system clock is not described as being "based on the firat current 
time reference information", as recited in claim 1. Further, the system clock is 
independent of any clock at a program source, and thus is not " synchronized with the clock 
of the first corresponding program source" (claim 1 emphasis added). 

Fourth, the applied portions of Young do noi disclose or suggest, at least (claim 1 , 
emphasis added): 

the processor programmed to derive a second scheduling clock based on the 
second current time reference information, the second scheduling clock 
synchronized with the clock of the second corresponding program source 

As explained above, the applied portions of Young do not describe deriving a "first 
scheduling clock ... synchronized with the clock of the first corresponding program 
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source" (claim 1). Because a scheduling clock synchronized with a clock of a first 
progratn source Is noi described, it follows that a " second scheduling clock synchronized 
with a clock of the second corresponding progrann source" (claim 1, emphasis added) is 
not described. 

Claim 3 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Young in view of Roop (5,619,274), Roop is applied for an alleged disclosure of filtering 
discontinuities. Thus, Roop is not applied to cure the deficiencies of Young described 
above with respect to claim 1 . Further, Roop relates ro a system in which subscriber units 
52 (e.g. individual users) receive current time inforrnation from a single source, and the 
applied portions of Roop do not cure the deficiencies of Young. Accordingly, because 
claim 3 depends from claim 1, claim 3 is patentable for at least the reasons discus.<ied 
above with respect to claim 1 . 

Claim 7 stands rejected under 35 IJ.S.C. S 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Young in view of the ATSC document and further in view of Landis (5,561 ,46 1 ). The 
ATSC document is applied for an alleged disclosure related to a System Time Table and 
an Event Infonnation Table. Landis is applied for an alleged disclosure related to a time 
correction command. Thus, neither the ATSC document nor Landis is applied to cure the 
deficiencies of Young described above with respect to claim 1. Accordingly, because 
claim 7 ultimately depends from claim I , claim 7 is patentable for at least the reasons 
discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 

Claim 12 stands i-ejected under 35 U.S,C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Young in view of the ATSC document. The ATSC document is applied for an alleged 
disclosure related to a System Time Table and an Event Information Table. Thus, the 
ATSC document is not applied to cure the deficiencies of Young described above with 
respect to claim 1 . Accordingly, because claim 1 2 ultimately depends from claim 1 , claim 
12 is patentable for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 

Claims 8-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Young in view of Usui (5,808,694). For support for these rejecnons, the Office Action 
directs Applicant in particular to col. 5, lines 45-51 ; col. 17, lines 8-22; and col. 17, line 60 
- col. 1 8, line 5 (Office Action at pages 10-1 1). Applicant traverses these rejections for at 
least the reasons that the applied portions of Usui fail to disclose or suggest, at least, the 
recitations of claim I (claims 8 and 9 ultimately depend from claim i). 
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In particular, the applied portions of Usui Ju*it as with the applied portions of 
Young, do not disclose or suggest, at least (claim 1 , emphasis added): 

a tuner operable by the processor to receive (1) for the first program, first 
current time reference information from a first corresponding program source, 
wherein t he first current time reference information provide*, informaiion for 
synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the first corresponding program 
source 

or 

a tuner operable by the processor to receive (2) for the second program^ 
second current time reference information from a second corresponding program 
source, wherein the second current time reference information provide?; 
information for synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the second 
corresponding program source : 

Rather, the applied portions of Usui, just as with ihe applied portions of Young, describe a 
system that provides broadcast times. This is expressly indicated in Usui which states that 
the BFG information may include "a broadcaiiting time" (line 50). Further, column 5, lines 
45-51 describes that that the EPG information provides a schedule of programs, and the 
schedule includes programs that are presently available or that will be available over a 
period of time extending "several tens of hours later" (line 48). This is a standard schedule 
fonnat, providing expected broadcast times for upcoming programs, and does not include 
"information for synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the ... corresponding 
program souice" (claim 1). 

Additionally, column 17, lines 8-22, and column 17, line 60 - column 18, line 5 
have no suggestion of "synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the . 
corre.*iponding program .source" (claim i). Tn particular, column 17, line 60 - column 18, 
line 5 specifically states that "the broadcasting time of a program" is transmitted (lines 60- 
61 ; see also lines 66-67), and focuses on describing that the display of the broadcasting 
times is adjusted for time zone changes. However, adjusting the display of a broadcasting 
time based on the relevant time zone in no way provides "information for synchronizing a 
scheduling clock with a clock of the . . . corresponding program source " (claim I , emphasis 
added). 
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Because the applied portions of Usui do noi disciose or suggest receiving 
"information for synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the . . . corresponding 
program source" (claim 1), it is not suipd sing that the applied portions of Usui do not 
disclose or suggest at least (claim 1 , emphasis added): 

the processor programmed lo derive a first scheduling clock based on the 
first current time reference information, the first scheduling clock synchronized 
with the clock of the first corresponding pro &ram source 

or 

the processor programmed to derive a second scheduling clock based on the 
second current time reference information, the second scheduling clock 
synchronize d with the clock of the second corresponding program source 

Rather, as explained above, the applied portions of Usui describe providing a standard 
schedule of broadcast times and adjusting the display of the broadcast times based on time 
xones. The broadcast times are not a clock, much less a "scheduling clock" (claim I). 
Even if the applied portions of Usui did describe deriving a scheduling clock (which we do 
not concede), there is no suggestion diat such a scheduling clock would be "based on the 
. . . current time reference information" or "synchronized with the clock of the . . . 
corresponding program source", as recited in claim 1. 

Applicant has added new claims 16-19, and support for these claims can be found 
throughout the specification and in the originally filed claims which included a method 
claim. New claims 16-19 include recitations that are similar to some of the recitations 
found in independent claim I . For example, claim 16 reciies: 

receiving, by a tuner, (1) a first current time reference information from the 
first program source, wherein the first cuiTent time reference information provides 
information for synchronizing a scheduling clock with a clock of the first program 
source 

Accordingly, for at least the corresponding reasons discussed above with respect to claim 
1 , claims 16-19 are patentable over the applied references. 

For the sake of brevity. Applicant has not repeated the arguments from the earlier 
responses, but does hereby incorporate them by reference for all purposes. 

For at least the reasons given above. Applicant respectfully submits that claims K 
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19 are patentable over the applied reference.^: and requests allowance of claims 1-19,^^^ ^ ^ 

No fees ate believed to be due. However, please charge any fees that may be 
a.ssociated with the filing of the.se documents, and credit any ove^jayment. to Deposit 
Accounc No. 07-0832, 
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